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HAI RSTON, Adninistrative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1, 3
through 6, 8 and 10 through 15.
The di scl osed invention relates to a nethod and appar at us

for managing a file systemcache in a distributed file system



Appeal No. 1997-1184
Application No. 08/206, 706



Appeal No. 1997-1184
Application No. 08/206, 706

Claiml is illustrative of the clained invention, and it
reads as foll ows:

1. A net hod of managing a file systemcache in a client
comput er system operating under a first operating system the
met hod conprising the steps of:

i ntercepting operating systemrequests for a file system
object in a distributed file system

transform ng said requests to renpve operating system
dependent synt ax;

testing a cache in a storage neans of said client for the
presence of file system object data based on said transforned
request;

satisfying said transfornmed request for said file system
object data, if cache data exists[;]

testing to determ ne whether a connection exists to said
distributed file system

generating a request for said file system object from
said distributed file system wthout regard to distributed
file systemprotocol, if no cache data exists and there is a
connecti on;

transmtting said request to said distributed file
system and

rejecting said file system object request, if no cache
data exists and there is no connection.

The references relied on by the exam ner are:
Huston et al. (Huston), “Disconnected Operation for AFS,”

Proceedi ngs of the USEN X Mbil e and Location-Il ndependent
Conputing Synposium 1-10 (August 2-3, 1993).
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Rao et al. (Rao), “Accessing Files in an Internet: The Jade

File System” | EEE Transactions on Software Engi neering, no.
6

613-624 (June 19, 1993).

Claims 1, 3 through 6, 8 and 10 through 15 stand rejected
under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as bei ng unpatentabl e over Huston in
vi ew of Rao.

Reference is nmade to the brief and the answer for the
respective positions of the appellants and the exam ner.

OPI NI ON

The obvi ousness rejection of clainms 1, 3 through 6, 8 and
10 through 15 is reversed.

According to the exam ner (Answer, pages 3 through 5),
Hust on di scloses all of the clainmed subject matter except for
the step of transform ng the request to renove operating
system dependent syntax. Rao states that “it is possible to
access the services provided by a physical file system w t hout
regard to the machi ne type or the operating systenf (page 614,
| eft columm). Based upon this disclosure in Rao, the exam ner
Is of the opinion that “it would have been obvious to one of
ordinary skill in the art [at] the time [the] invention was

made to include the step of transformng [a] request to renove
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operating system dependent syntax . . . in the nethod for
managi ng file systemcache in a client conmputer system
di scl osed by Huston” (Answer, pages 5 and 6).

Appel l ants indicate that Huston “is generally teaching
that inplenentations designed for use in a distributed file
system do not work well, if at all, when they are applied to
di sconnect ed operation,” and that the focus of the Huston
paper is to “[m ake such inplenentations work in the
di sconnected environnent” (Brief, pages 5 and 6). Appellants
go on to explain that Rao al so discloses a distributed file
systemcal |l ed Jade that is used in connection with the
Internet (Brief, page 6). Although Rao is concerned with a
distributed file systemfor networked conputers, appellants
expl ain that the conputers are not disconnected conputers
(Brief, page 6). Appellants further note that “both
references are dependent upon dealing with the distributed
file system protocol, which the present invention is not”
(Brief, pages 6 and 7). Appellants then argue (Brief, page
7).

G ven these passages and the court’s gui dance, one

of ordinary skill in the art would not find it
obvi ous to conmbi ne two references that teach away
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fromeach other to produce the clained invention.

In addition, the Huston, et al. reference is system

prot ocol dependent, which the present invention is

not, thus conbining Huston, et al. with the

teachi ngs of Rao, et al. does not render the present

i nvention obvious.

W agree with appellants’ argunents. The examner’s |ine
of reasoni ng does not convince us of the obviousness of the
claimed invention because the statement in Rao that access to
a physical file systemcan be made without regard to the
operating systemis quite different fromrenoving “operating
syst em dependent syntax” froma request (clains 1 and 3
through 6). Even if we assune for the sake of argunent that
it woul d have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art
to conbi ne the teachings of Huston and Rao, the conbi ned
teachi ngs neither teach nor woul d have suggested file system
obj ect data entries that are independent of any file system
obj ect nane, and that are referenceable by multiple file
system obj ect parents each having different nam ng syntax
(clainms 8 and 10 t hrough 15).

DECI SI ON

The deci sion of the exam ner rejecting clains 1, 3

through 6, 8 and 10 through 15 under 35 U. S.C. 8§ 103 is
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reversed.
REVERSED
)
KENNETH W HAI RSTON )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
)
) BQOARD OF PATENT
M CHAEL R FLEM NG )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) APPEALS AND
)
) | NTERFERENCES
)
ERI C FRAHM )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
KWH: hh
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